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BEFORE THE
| LLI NOI S COMMERCE COMM SSI ON

| LLI NOI S- AMERI CAN WATER COMPANY ) DOCKET NO.
) 11-0767
)
Proposed general increase in water )
and sewer rates. )
(Tariffs filed October 27, 2011) )
Springfield, Illinois

January 11, 2012

Met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a. m
BEFORE:

MR. LARRY JONES, Adm ni strative Law Judge
APPEARANCES:

MR. ALBERT D. STURTEVANT

MR. MARK A. WHITT

CARPENTER LI PPS & LELAND LLP

180 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2640
Chi cago, Illinois 60601

Ph. (312) 777-4820

(Appearing on behal f of
Il 1inois-American Water Conpany)

SULLI VAN REPORTI NG COVMPANY, by
Carla J. Boehl, Reporter
CSR #084-002710
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APPEARANCES: (Conti nued)

MR. JOHN J. REI CHART

MR. KENNETH C. JONES

Cor porate Counsel

727 Craig Road

St. Louis, Mssouri 63141
Ph. (314) 996-2287.

(Appearing via teleconference on
behalf of IIllinois-American
Wat er Conpany)

MR. JAMES V. OLI VERO

Office of General Counsel
[1'linois Commerce Comm Sssion
527 East Capitol Avenue
Springfield, Illinois 62701

(Appearing on behalf of the
Staff witnesses of the Illinois
Comerce Comm ssion)

MR. M CHAEL J. LANNON

MS. NI COLE T. LUCKEY

Office of General Counsel

[1l1inois Commerce Comm ssion

160 North LaSalle Street, Suite C-800
Chi cago, Illinois 60601-3104

(Appearing via teleconference
on behalf of the Staff

wi tnesses of the Illinois
Comerce Comm ssion)
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APPEARANCES: (Conti nued)

MS. SUSAN L. SATTER

MS. CATHY C. YU

Il 1inois Attorney General's Office

11t h Fl oor

100 West Randol ph

Chi cago, Illinois 60601

Ph. (312) 814-1104
(Appearing via teleconference on
behal f of the People of
State of Illinois)

MR. RYAN ROBERTSON

LUEDERS ROBERTSON & KONZEN
P. O. Box 735

1939 Del mar Avenue

Granite City, Illinois 62040

Ph.

MR.
MS.

(618) 876- 8500

the

(Appearing via teleconference
on behalf of the Illinois
| ndustrial Water Consumers)

Rl CHARD C. BALOUGH
CHERYL DANCEY BALOUGH

BALOUGH LAW OFFI CES, LLC
1 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1910
Chi cago, Illinois 60602

Ph.

(312) 499-0000

(Appearing via teleconference on
behalf of the Cities of

Champai gn & Urbana,
Vill ages of Savoy,
Sidney & Phil o)

and the

St .

Joseph,
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W TNESS

(None)

(None)
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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE JONES: Good nmor ni ng. | call for hearing
Docket Number 11-0767. This is titled in part
II'1inois-American Water Conpany, proposed general
increase in water and sewer rates.

MR. WHI TT: Hello, it is Mark Whitt joining.

JUDGE JONES: At this time we will take the
appearances orally for the record. W will start
with that in just a monment with Illinois-American
Wat er Conmpany.

| f anybody is having any problems
hearing anybody el se on the phone, just interrupt us.
Let us know and we will figure out what needs to be
done to correct that situation.

First off, we will take the appearance
or appearances on behalf of Illinois-American Water
Conmpany.

MR. STURTEVANT: Appearing on behalf of
II1inois-American Water Conpany, Albert Sturtevant
and Mark Whitt, Carpenter, Lipps and Lel and, 180
South LaSalle Street, Suite 2640, Chicago, Illinois

60601. My phone nunber is (312) 777-4820.
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MR. REI CHART: Al so appearing on behal f of
I11inois-American Water Conpany, John Reichart and
Ken Jones. My address is 727 Craig Road, St. Louis,
M ssouri 63141, and my phone nunmber is area code
(314) 996-2287.

JUDGE JONES: Thank you.

Are there any other appearances on
behalf of Illinois-American Water Conpany?

MR. REI CHART: There are not, Your Honor.
JUDGE JONES: All right. Let's take the
appearance or appearances on behalf of the Illinois

Commerce Comm ssion Staff.

MR. OLI VERO: Thank you, Your Honor.

Appearing on behalf of the Staff
wi t nesses of Illinois Commerce Comm ssion, Jim
Oivero. My address is 527 East Capitol Avenue,
Springfield, Illinois 62701.

And | am not sure if the Chicago Staff
is on yet, but appearing on behalf of the Chicago
Staff is Nicole Luckey and M ke Lannon, and their
address is 160 North LaSalle Street, Suite C-800,

Chicago, Illinois 60601.
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JUDGE JONES: All right. Thank you.
Al'l right. W will move along to
ot her parties. People of the State of Illinois?
MS. YU: Appearing on behalf of the Peopl e of
the State of Illinois, Cathy Yu and Susan L. Satter
100 West Randol ph Street, Chicago, Illinois 60601.
JUDGE JONES: All right. Could you give us a
busi ness phone nunmber, please?
MS. YU: (312) 814-1104.
JUDGE JONES: Thank you. One nonment.
(Pause.)

Are there appearances to be entered on
behal f of those represented by the |law firm of
Lueders, Robertson and Konzen?

MR. R. ROBERTSON: Yes, Your Honor.
On behalf of the Illinois Industrial
Wat er Consumers, Ryan Robertson, Lueders, Robertson
and Konzen, 1939 Delmar, Granite City, Illinois
62040.
JUDGE JONES: And what is your business phone
number, sir?

MR. R. ROBERTSON: (618) 876-8500.
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JUDGE JONES: All right. Thank you.

Are there other appearance to be
entered on the record this norning?

MR. BALOUGH: Yes, Your Honor. On behalf of
the Cities of Champaign and Urbana and the Vill ages
of Savoy, St. Joseph, Sidney and Philo, it is Richard
C. Bal ough, Cheryl Dancey Bal ough, Bal ough Law
O fices, LLC, 1 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1910,
Chi cago, Illinois 60602. The phone number is
(312) 499-0000.

JUDGE JONES: All right. Thank you, M.

Bal ough.

Are there other appearances to be
entered this norning?

(No response.)

Let the record show there are not, at
| east at this tinme.

As the parties are aware, this is a
prehearing conference. We will begin by seeing if
there are any scheduling proposals to be advanced at
this time which the proponent of the schedule

believes to be an agreed schedul e among parties or at

8
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| east some of the parties.

MR. STURTEVANT: Your Honor, we do have a
proposed schedul e. | don't know if you prefer to go
off the record and if you want to have us read it out
SO you can review it or how you would like to
proceed, or we can propose it on the record if you
woul d prefer.

JUDGE JONES: Why don't you go ahead and read
it into the record, and we will kind of go from
t here.

MR. STURTEVANT: Okay. And, Your Honor, it is
my understanding that this represents a schedul e
that's been agreed to at | east by the Attorney
General, Staff and the Conpany.

It calls for Staff and Intervenor
direct on March 1, the Company update filing March 9.
Conpany rebuttal filing March 29, Staff and
| ntervenor rebuttal filing April 26, Company
surrebuttal filing on May 8, a status hearing between
the surrebuttal and the hearing date which | think
woul d be May 10 or 11, hearings from May 15 to May

17, initial briefs June 14, reply briefs June 28, a
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Proposed Order approximately July 26 with BOE, Brief
on Exceptions, excuse me, would then be August 9 and
then Reply Brief on Exceptions August 16. And ny
under st andi ng woul d be the suspension period or drop
dead date would then be September 24.
JUDGE JONES: Thank you. Does anybody need any
of those dates repeated?
(No response.)

Let the show no response, at | east at
t his point.

If there is some desire on the part of
one or more parties to discuss this proposed schedul e
off the record, that opportunity will certainly be
made avail able to you, but we will just make a note
of that. At this point I will simply ask whether
there are any points of clarification with regard to
t hat schedule from any of the other parties in the
proceedi ng.

(No response.)

Al'l right. Let the record show there

are not. So that scheduling proposal has been put

forward. Does any ot her party have any objection to

10
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the use of that schedule in this proceedi ng?
(No response.)

Al'l right. Let the record show no
response.

Al'l right. It appears then that the
schedul e as proposed is one that the parties have
agreed to or at least can live with and do not have
specific objections to. There was a question about a
specific status hearing date, so we can zero in on
what woul d work best for the parties for that
pur pose.

| would just note briefly for the
record that there are Conmm ssion meetings on May 15
and 16. However, | realize that setting the schedul e
somet hing has to give. So if that is the week that
wor ks best for the parties for purposes of hol ding
evidentiary hearings, then that's what we will do. I
woul d just note there is sonme possibility of
interruption on the date of the 16th, given the
Comm ssi on nmeeti ng. But, if so, we will do our best
to mnimze that.

For purposes of giving parties an

11
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opportunity to zero in on a status hearing date, we
hereby go off the record.
(Wher eupon there was then had an
of f-the-record di scussion.)
JUDGE JONES: Back on the record. There was an
off-the-record discussion for the purposes indicated.
| believe, after |ooking at the cal endars and as wel |
as the steps in the schedule that proceed and foll ow
the status hearing date, the parties are okay with
setting that on May 10 at 2 o'clock by phone.
Let me make sure. Are there any
obj ections to or clarifications to setting the status

for May 10 at 2: 00 p.m with phone participation

al |l owed?
(No response.)

Al'l right. Let the record show there
are not, so that will be the status hearing date to
be included in -- the date certain to be included in
t he schedul e. | guess that date could also be used

to pin down a start time for hearings the foll ow ng
week, if that is not already worked out by then.

Al'l right. A couple quick coments

12
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regardi ng the schedul e. | think there is a suggested
PO date in there. | would just note that to the
extent that if that date changes, that is, if that
were to happen, the turnaround times for BOEs and
RBOEs woul d not be reduced. The dates that are built
into the current proposal for those steps would
remain intact, that is, the 14 and the 7 would not be
reduced.
Anyt hing el se regarding the schedul e?

MR. STURTEVANT: | do, Your Honor, | just have
one additional point of clarification with respect to
Proposed Orders offered by the parties, whether it
woul d be appropriate to schedule that in conjunction
with reply briefs,to the extent that a party w shes
to submt a Proposed Order or statement of position.

JUDGE JONES: Does anybody have any comment on
t hat ?

MS. SATTER: The People of the State of

I11inois have a problem with Proposed Orders when it

is not an agreed Proposed Order. It doesn't -- you
know, we don't |ike those to be required.
MR. STURTEVANT: | am not suggesting that they

13
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be required, just that the parties be given an
opportunity, if they so desire, to present one.

MS. SATTER: Those can prejudice those parties
t hat don't have the resources to read them

JUDGE JONES: Would that be sonmething that
could be revisited at the status to -- or | assume it
wasn't -- was this circul ated as part of what was
intended to be proposed this morning when it was sent
around to other parties?

MR. STURTEVANT: It was not, Your Honor, so we
can revisit that at the status. That's fine, too.

JUDGE JONES: So if that's not worked out among
parties in the meantime, then the option would be to
revisit that at the status. Does anybody have any
objection to handling it that way?

(No response.)

Let the record show no response. So
to the extent that's not worked out prior to that, it
can be revisited at the status hearing.

|s there anything el se then regarding
t he schedul e that has been put forward?

(No response.)

14
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Al'l right. Let the record show there
is not. At this time |let the record show that the
above-referenced scheduling proposal, with the
clarifications that were provided after it was read
into the record, is hereby adopted for purposes of

t his proceeding.

| assume that the testimony filings
will be done electronically, at |east copies will be
served on others electronically. |s that the intent?

MR. STURTEVANT: That's correct, Your Honor.

JUDGE JONES: So that's what will be included
with the scheduling adoption

Okay. Anything else?

MR. OLI VERO: Your Honor, we had discussed
briefly before going on the record the turnaround
times for DRs, and | don't believe the Company has
any objection to putting into the record that they
woul d use -- or all parties, | guess, would be using
best efforts to respond to data requests within 14
days through the filing of the Staff and I ntervenor
direct testimny and thereafter seven cal endar days

to respond to data requests through the filing of

15
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Il 1inois-American Water surrebuttal testinony.

JUDGE JONES: Are you proposing that?

MR. OLI VERO: Yes, it is my understandi ng that
| think the parties would be agreeable to that.

Am | wrong, anybody on the |ine?

MS. SATTER: The People of the State of
II'linois have no objection to that.

MR. STURTEVANT: That's the Conpany's
understanding as well, is that the best efforts for
data response is 14 days after issuance before Staff
and I ntervenor -- or through Staff and Intervenor
direct and then seven days thereafter.

JUDGE JONES: Are there any other responses?

(No response.)
Let the record show there are not. So
t hat DR-rel ated proposal made by Staff counsel is
part of the schedule in this docket.
Okay. Anything further?
(No response.)
There is not. At this time let the
record show that the above-referenced schedul e as

noted is hereby put into effect. The prehearing

16
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conference is concl uded.

Our thanks to counsel for

Il 1inois-American for circulating the call-in number.

I n accordance with the above schedul e
this matter is hereby continued to a status hearing
date of May 10 at 2: 00 p.m.

(Wher eupon the hearing in this
matter was continued until May
10, 2012, at 2:00 p.m in

Springfield, Illinois.)
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